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Abstract 
The latest financial and ensuing economic crisis has created successive shock waves in the eurozone countries. Their capacity to 
deal effectively with the impact of the crisis depends not only on reforms introduced as a response to the need for improved 
competitiveness but also on how the world of work would react to them. This reaction, whether it is dynamic and change-
oriented or passive and backwards-looking, is assumed to be mediated by various dispositional and positional dimensions related 
to both motivational values, such as self-directedness and conformity and work-related realities, such as organizational and job 
characteristics. This paper explores the interplay between motivational and work-related dimensions for people in employment in 
Germany, the Netherlands, Portugal and Spain. For this purpose, the European Social Survey datasets for the 2008 and 2012 
rounds are analyzed using multidimensional techniques. The aim is to reveal and discuss dominant profiles and possible shifts 
between the year 2008, when the crisis began, and four years later, when its impact has been strongly felt, particularly in the last 
two countries. 
© 2015 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. 
Peer-review under responsibility of I-DAS- Institute for the Dissemination of Arts and Science. 
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1. Introduction 
The latest financial and ensuing economic crisis has created successive shock waves in most European countries. 
As a response, EU went forward to create assistance mechanisms for countries having problems financing their 
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debts. In return, the affected countries had to introduce and implement measures and reforms related to, among 
others, the labour market. The big challenge for Spain, Portugal, Greece, Ireland, and other countries with shaky 
economies, was and still is how they can make those measures work. This depends not only on the efficiency of the 
measures or reforms but also on how the affected parts of society, and the world of work in particular, will react on 
them. People, by consuming and producing economic goods and services, are engaged in the whole situation of the 
economic crisis and therefore, as Hayo (2005) underlines, psychological and behavioural factors can shape the 
contours, dynamics and remedies of economic crises.  
It is reasonable to assume that in times of economic crisis, those who are affected the most are the weakest 
segments of our societies. However, as Polavieja (2013) points out, an economic crisis can influence the attitudes of 
all members of a society, irrespective of their objective economic circumstances. The distrust, the frustration and the 
disaffection experienced are expanded to different socioeconomic layers. This may work like a social mood, an 
aggregate emotional state of interacting individuals that is spread throughout the society (Olson, 2006). Moreover, 
according to Prechter’s (1999) "socionomic hypothesis", social mood regulates many fields of action, particularly 
micro and macro economic behaviour. Therefore, a dramatic economic change influences not only people's beliefs 
and attitudes but emotions as well, and vice versa. Shared beliefs, attitudes and emotions can influence people's 
decisions and actions leading to substantial socio-economic changes.  
Changes in social systems are also connected to basic values that prevail in them. As Davidov, Schmidt, & 
Schwartz (2008) stress, fundamental social changes can be reflected in values. The direction and speed of a change 
is also affected by values, since values can restrain or make easier social changes (Schwartz, 2007). Values are 
usually defined as conceptions of the desirable that lead the way social actors evaluate people and events, explain 
their actions and evaluations, and choose courses of action (e.g. Rokeach, 1973; Schwartz & Blisky, 1987; 
Schwartz, 1999; Gandal, Roccas, Sagiv, & Wrzesniewski, 2005). According to Schwartz (2012), there are ten broad 
values which are based on fundamental biological, social and welfare needs of all human beings, each one of them 
connected to a core motivational goal that drives human action (see table 1). 
Table 1. Basic values and core motivational goals (Source: Bilsky, Janik & Schwartz, 2011). 
Basic value Core motivational goal 
Universalism  Understanding, appreciation, tolerance and protection for the welfare of all people and for nature. 
Benevolence Preservation and enhancement of the welfare of people with whom one is in frequent personal contact. 
Tradition Respect, commitment and acceptance of the customs and ideas that one's culture or religion impose on the individual. 
Conformity Restraint of actions, inclinations, and impulses likely to upset or harm others and violate social expectations or norms. 
Security Safety, harmony and stability of society, of relationships, and of self. 
Power Social status and prestige, control or dominance over people and resources. 
Achievement Personal success through demonstrating competence according to social standards. 
Hedonism Pleasure and sensuous gratification for oneself. 
Stimulation Excitement, novelty, and challenge in life. 
Self Direction Independent thought and action choosing, creating, exploring. 
 
Among these basic motivational values there are dynamic relations, relations of dissonance (e.g. between 
tradition and stimulation) or of harmony (e.g. between tradition and security). The dynamic patters that emerge are 
organized in a "structure" of values that has been identified by researchers in different cultures and groups (Bilsky et 
al, 2011; Davidov et al, 2008). As Davidov et al (2008) suggest, there is a circular values structure that symbolizes a 
motivational continuum. According to Schwartz (2012) values are organized in two basic dimensions: self-
enhancement (achievement and power values) vs self-transcendence (universalism and benevolence values), and 
openness to change (self-direction, stimulation and hedonism) vs conservation (tradition, conformity and security 
values). As Schwartz (2012) argues, self-enhancement and conservation values are self-protective values since they 
help people to cope with anxiety in a precarious and constantly changing world.  
Schwartz (2007), based on an analysis of the European Social Survey (ESS) round 1 data (2002), showed that the 
most important values adopted by Europeans tend to be benevolence, universalism, self-direction and security. The 
least important values seem to be power, followed by stimulation and achievement. Another interesting finding is 
that in all EU countries, self-transcendence values are more important than those related to self-enhancement. 
Moreover, common value priorities emerge between neighbouring countries or countries which share a common 
historical background. For example, German and Dutch people appear to give higher priority to openness, while 
Spanish and Portuguese tend to give higher priority on conservation. Schwartz (2007) also discusses differences 
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between age, gender, education and income groups. The importance of conservation values is increased by age, 
while younger people prioritize openness to change. Furthermore, education is negatively correlated to conservation 
and positively to openness to change and achievement. The findings also indicate that high earners give priority to 
stimulation, self-direction, achievement and power. Finally, men tend to score higher on values related to power and 
achievement and women tend to give priority to benevolence and universalism (ibid).  
The motivational goals associated to different values in Schwartz's model (see table 1) indicate their 
dispositional force towards future action. People's (re)action to social and economic change, whether it is dynamic 
and change-oriented or passive and backwards-looking, is mediated by dispositions related to motivational values. 
As Sverdlik & Oreg (2009) demonstrate, there is a positive relation between the tendency to support a change and 
openness to change, and a negative one with conservation values, but this seems to be true when changes are 
voluntary. When changes are imposed, the motivational background is mixed. People who give priority to openness 
as well as those who promote conservation may resist or endorse imposed changes. The positive direction towards 
change is determined for the first group by the emphasis it puts on novelty, and for the second on cooperation with 
authority.  
Apart from value structures that are important in understanding changes and reactions related to the economic 
crisis in Europe, another crucial mediating factor can be people's position in employment. Positional dimensions 
such as organizational and job characteristics may affect the way the economic crisis and its consequences are 
perceived and experienced. For example, some aspects of employment have been found to be related to values. 
According to Knafo & Savig (2004) people in social professions tend to give priority to self-transcendence values, 
people in enterprising professions tend to adopt self-enhancement values, and people working in administration-
related jobs to conservation values. On the other side, Lyons, Duxbury, & Higgins (2006) found no significant 
differences in the ten basic values proposed by Schwartz between public and private sector employees. In addition, 
Jaskyte (2014) found no significant differences in values' scores between supervisors and non-supervisors, 
regardless of the sector (public, private, nonprofit).  
In view of the recent economic crisis in Europe, the current study explores the interplay between motivational 
values and work-related dimensions for people in employment in countries strongly affected by it and in countries 
with strong economies. The aim is to explore and discuss dominant dispositional/positional profiles and possible 
profile shifts between the year 2008, when the crisis began, and four years later, when its impact has been strongly 
felt. The underlying motivation is to develop a richer and more holistic understanding of the dynamics of socio-
psychological changes in times of crisis in Europe’s workforce. 
2. Methodology 
For the purposes of the study the data from the 2008 and 2012 rounds of the European Social Survey (ESS) were 
analyzed. ESS is an academically driven cross-national survey that is conducted every two years across Europe 
since 2001 and is aimed to measure the attitudes, beliefs and behaviour patterns of diverse populations in more than 
thirty nations. The year 2008 survey was selected because it coincided with the beginning of the latest financial and 
economic crisis. When the 2012 ESS survey was conducted, the impact of the crisis and of the measures taken by 
governments and enterprises to deal with it had been strongly felt by employees across Europe. Therefore, the four 
year gap between the two surveys allows for meaningful comparisons on the issues that interest us in this study. The 
samples of employees from Germany and the Netherlands, two countries which were affected the least by the crisis, 
and the samples from Spain and Portugal, countries strongly affected by harsh austerity measures and labour market 
reforms introduced as a response to the crisis, were chosen for analysis.  
The ESS questionnaire includes a 21-item measure of human values, developed by Schwartz (2005; Bilsky et al, 
2011). The individual centred scores for the ten basic human values identified by Schwartz, were computed on the 
basis of the ESS questionnaire items that index them (Schwartz, 2003). The individual scores for each value were 
subsequently grouped in three categories. Individual scores below -0,5 were placed in the "very important" category, 
between -0,5 and 0,5 in the "nor very important nor not important", and above 0,5 in the “non important” category.  
The method that was applied for the statistical analysis of the data was the multiple correspondence analysis 
(MCA). This statistical method supports an inductive approach to data analysis to explore the empirical relations 
between categorical or nominal variables within a low dimensional space (see Benzécri, 1992; Greenacre, 1993). 
For the analysis it is used the SPAD 5.0 statistical software. Apart from the categorised weighted scores of 
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participants in the ten basic values, it was also used a set of variables defining participants' position in employment: 
a) the duration of the employment contract, b) the size of the establishment the participant works for, c) the number 
of employees supervised by the participant, d) whether (s)he is allowed to decide how her/his daily work is 
organized, e) the public/private character of the organization, and f) if the participant has been unemployed and 
seeking work for a period more than three months. In the analysis it was also used the household total net income 
with ten categories, each corresponding broadly to deciles of the actual household income range in each country 
(ESS, 2012). Finally, the following independent variables were used as supplementary in MCA: country, gender, 
age, education (according to ISCED), and occupation (according to NACE rev.1.1 for 2008 and rev.2 for 2012).  
3. Results 
In the first MCA performed with the 2008 ESS data, the first three axes account for 13.92% of the total inertia 
(the first explains 5.51% of the inertia, the second 4.36% and the third 4.05%). The test values (see Appendix, table 
2) indicate that on the negative side of the first axis there are grouped together openness to change and self-
enhancement values with a parallel low acceptance of conservation and self-transcendence values. This combination 
of value preferences indicate a value orientation that focuses on the future and the changes to come. This "focus 
forward" profile tends to be associated with high earners, unlimited contract employees, supervisors, employees 
with high control over their work, with no unemployment experience (for more than 3 months), working in large 
organizations, mainly in the wider public sector. This positional/motivational profile, emerged from the 2008 MCA 
analysis of the first axis, relates closely to Germany and Netherlands employees, as well as to men and younger 
employees with higher education who work in industry or more sophisticated services. On the other side of the first 
axis there appears to emerge an opposing profile. Here conservation and self-transcendence values are more 
important than openness to change and self-enhancement. These value preferences are grouped with low income 
employees in non supervising positions, with experience of unemployment, with no control over their work, with 
limited or not contracts, in small and private firms. This "focus backward" profile is related to females, older and 
less educated employees who tend to live in Spain and Portugal and work in more traditional primary and secondary 
economic sectors, such as agriculture and construction.  
On the second axis of the 2008 MCA analysis, two more profiles emerge. On the negative side of the axis are 
grouped values of universalism and benevolence (self-transcendence) as well as self-directedness. Employees 
related to this profile tend to rely on personal judgment and accept diversity instead of emotionally pleasant 
excitation. Overall, this profile tends to focus on the well-being of others. The positional dimension of this "focus on 
others" profile is similar to the positional dimension of the "focus forward" profile that emerged in the first axis. 
However, the "focus on others" profile tends to be associated with employees from Germany, females, middle-age 
or older employees with higher education who mainly have occupations that serve other people. On the other side of 
the second axis, prominence is given to self-enhancement values instead of self-transcendence values, denoting a 
"focus on the self" profile. This profile seems to pertain to young, less educated male employees who live mainly in 
Portugal and Spain and tend to work in technical occupations and other services.  
On the third axis, the motivational basis of a combined profile, emerging on the negative side, consists of the 
prevalence of defending order and harmony in relations and the undervaluing of emotionally pleasant experiences. 
This "focus on what I know" profile is related to male, middle-aged or older employees, highly educated who 
mainly serve other people and who live in all countries in the sample. The profile that emerges on the other side of 
the third axis is diametrically opposite to the above. Here importance is given to hedonism and stimulation while 
conservation values are underemphasized. This "focus on what I want" profile seems to be typical of young, less 
educated female employees who work in different sectors of the economy and mainly live in Spain.  
The first three axes extracted by the second MCA concerning the 2012 data, account for 12.99% of the total 
inertia (the first explains 4.96% of the inertia, the second 4.44% and the third 3.59%). The profiles that emerge from 
the first axis are similar with those of the 2008 analysis, i.e. the "focus forward" and "focus backward" profiles. 
There is, however, an interesting difference in the "focus backward" profile of the 2012 analysis from the 2008 one. 
Younger and wealthier employees are found also to contribute on the formation of this profile. Moreover, it appears 
to be related predominantly to employees who live in Spain. 
The profiles that emerged on the second axis of the 2012 data MCA analysis are remarkably different from those 
of the 2008. In particular, on the profile where are mapped the non supervising employees, with no control over their 
work who work in small and private firms and have experienced unemployment, there is no longer a "focus on the 
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self" orientation. The motivational value hierarchy of such employees appears to have shifted orientation. These 
now tend to be oriented towards conformity values and move away from social superiority and prestige, novelty and 
mastery, reliance on personal judgment and acceptance of diversity. This profile is related to very young, low 
educated employees who work in different sectors of economy and live mainly in Portugal. The other profile of the 
second axis (consisted of high earners, supervisors, with high control over their work, in larger organizations in the 
wider public sector and with no unemployment experience), appears to also have shifted orientation away from the 
"focus on others" profile of the 2008 analysis. In the 2012 combined positional/motivational profile, such 
employees, apart from tending to neglect values related to threats aversion (by controlling relations and resources) 
and self-transcendence values, they also now prioritize openness to change. Moreover, conservation values, 
protection, order and harmony in relations are underemphasized. This profile is related to middle-aged, well 
educated employees who tend to work with people and mainly live in Germany.  
On the third axis of the 2012 MCA analysis, the profile of employees who are high earners, supervisors, with 
high work control, no unemployment experience, in larger organizations in the wider public sector, has similar 
dispositional characteristics with the "focus on what I know" profile of the 2008 MCA data analysis. However, in 
this combined positional/motivational profile, the 2012 value preferences have slightly changed as compared to year 
2008. There is a shift towards social desirability, as expressed by the prevalence of universalism and values that 
promote self subordination to socially imposed expectations. This profile is related to middle aged, highly educated 
employees that mainly live in Germany and the Netherlands and work with people. The other profile of this axis also 
differs from the similar "focus on what I want" profile of the 2008 data in its values organization. In the 2012 
profile, non supervisors, with no control over their work, with unemployment experience (over 3 months), in small 
and private firms are profiled together with not only rejection of conservation and the prevalence of emotionally 
pleasant excitement, but also with openness to change and self-enhancement values. There is also a tendency to 
reject self-transcendence values. This profile is associated with young, low educated employees who mainly live in 
Spain and in Portugal.  
4. Discussion 
Reflecting on the ESS 2008 and 2012 MCA analyses and the stability or shifts observed in the 
dispositional/positional profiles of employees in four European countries, it appears that despite the economic crisis 
the dichotomy between employees who "focus forward" and those who "focus backward" remains the dominant one. 
However, the wider diversity of employees who adopted the "focus backward" dispositional/positional profile in 
2012 as compared to 2008 indicates a shift towards conservation values which are assumed to have a self-protective 
function in an unstable and risky environment (Schwartz, 2012). The shifts observed in the composition of the other 
profiles between 2008 and 2012 may also be attributed to the experience of the economic crisis. The more 
vulnerable employees, i.e. the low earners, lower educated, in limited or no contract jobs, with no supervising roles, 
little control over their work, working in small private firms, who in 2008 predominantly were grouped in the "focus 
on the self" profile, in 2012 appear to have turned to values that reflect self-protective conformity. On the opposite 
of this conservative shift by employees likely to have been most affected by the crisis, we find a dynamic shift on 
the "focus on others" profile, which consists of more privileged employees, i.e. high earners, those in the public 
sector, in unlimited contracts, highly educated, in supervising positions. In this profile it is reflected a social concern 
for the well-being of others, predominantly by employees who welcome change and do not support a social order 
which is falling apart by the economic crisis and which should be conserved for everyone's shake. It is also 
interesting to note that in the more dynamic "focus forward" and "focus on others" profiles we predominantly find 
employees from the more robust economies of Germany and the Netherlands and more advantaged employees. In 
contrast, in the "focus on what I know" profile the most privileged employees are related to the protection of the 
status quo, perhaps as a response to the need to keep being privileged in a changing world. In the "focus on what I 
want" the less privileged in 2012, as compared to 2008, have shifted to self-enhancement and to the pursuit of new 
directions, possibly because they need them to ameliorate their placement in society. The initial tendencies 
displayed before the crisis seem to be strengthened, particularly for those with an established position in 
employment, whereas the less privileged are found to get triggered by this situation. 
Earlier findings indicating the connection of self-transcendence values with social occupations (Knafo & Savig, 
2004), of conservation values with older and less educated employees, of common value priorities between 
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neighbour countries, and in particular the prevalence of openness to change values among German and Dutch people 
and of conservation values among Spanish and Portuguese (Schwartz, 2007) are generally supported by the findings 
of the present study. However, the emergence of two differentiated profiles after the crisis was felt in Spain ("focus 
backward") and Portugal (the alienated "focus on self") need to be considered carefully in order to deepen on how 
and why the world of work in these two countries responds (or is likely) to reforms and measures taken to overcome 
the economic crisis. This contextualization and further research on the multi-dimensional shifts that emerge at 
dispositional and positional level will also be useful to better understand dispositional resistance to or acceptance of 
imposed changes. It could also contribute to the devising of context-sensitive policy interventions. 
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Appendix 
Table 2. Frequencies and MCA test values* of the 2008 and 2012 ESS datasets. 
Year 2008 Year 2012 
Variables f Axis 1 Axis 2 Axis 3 f Axis 1 Axis 2 Axis 3 
Employment contract 
Unlimited 3008 -13,72 -14,89 -31,18 2043 -0,16 0,43 0,65 
Limited 655 8,42 11,32 29,99 478 2,75 -1,51 -2,87 
No contract 157 12,56 9,32 6,49 119 -1,00 4,13 -2,19 
Establishment size 
Under 10 1032 16,66 15,29 16,01 814 -16,36 -18,09 23,34 
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10 to 24 791 11,83 7,93 7,30 584 -3,07 -3,20 12,57 
25 to 99 897 -6,03 -4,42 -3,80 747 2,54 4,35 -7,95 
100 to 499 661 -12,49 -12,07 -10,34 652 5,56 7,95 -10,77 
500 or more 371 -15,53 -10,21 -13,31 476 12,66 10,70 -17,61 
Number of employees supervised by the participant
Supervision <=4 435 -13,82 -0,08 -2,24 454 1,54 3,35 0,28 
Supervision 5-10 321 -15,59 -9,92 -12,87 342 14,33 12,26 -10,26 
Supervision 11-20 159 -11,04 -8,35 -12,51 184 8,23 10,02 -17,96 
Supervision 21>= 168 -14,79 -14,71 -11,32 156 11,80 11,28 -15,75 
No supervision 2706 31,67 16,94 21,39 2183 -20,44 -20,64 22,96 
Allowed to decide how daily work is organized 
control-- 830 26,86 14,16 22,35 519 -12,02 -16,78 18,12 
control= 869 4,30 14,13 5,86 647 -4,98 -17,24 7,51 
control+ 2120 -25,79 -23,52 -23,47 2178 13,15 26,58 -19,95 
What type of organization works for 
Central or local gov 309 -6,58 -10,72 -14,70 279 -0,62 8,44 -16,69 
Other public sector 571 -8,77 -17,70 -9,76 512 8,14 10,10 -17,82 
A state owned enterp 209 -2,12 -1,28 -4,92 177 -0,88 3,09 -7,82 
A private firm 2592 9,27 19,32 18,63 2240 -1,57 -12,30 26,01 
Self-employed 23 0,60 0,37 -0,02 39 -3,02 -1,79 0,80 
Other 114 5,73 3,24 -0,71 86 -9,37 -4,17 3,63 
Ever unemployed and seeking work for a period more than three months 
Yes unemployed 1122 16,13 4,68 28,29 1101 -14,63 -3,34 28,85 
No unemployed 2698 -16,23 -4,80 -28,26 2239 14,57 3,63 -28,90 
Household's total net income, all sources 
J - 1st decile 83 2,85 5,69 15,36 73 -1,17 -3,14 18,38 
R - 2nd decile 186 9,19 1,53 17,07 222 -15,74 -6,18 18,47 
C - 3rd decile 297 9,04 1,98 14,31 212 -4,61 -2,58 14,47 
M - 4th decile 447 6,61 5,37 0,79 320 -1,68 0,47 11,97 
F - 5th decile 440 -2,63 0,31 0,35 309 -6,34 -4,05 -1,94 
S - 6th decile 313 1,15 1,10 -6,93 303 -2,77 0,69 2,59 
K - 7th decile 343 -7,88 -7,54 -9,98 323 2,33 -0,19 -2,88 
P - 8th decile 271 -9,67 -5,58 -12,84 302 3,87 8,24 -8,62 
D - 9th decile 250 -9,82 -15,63 -11,04 331 4,13 11,18 -15,70 
H - 10th decile 204 -17,80 -8,67 -5,89 299 18,16 13,24 -19,32 
Conformity 
Conformity+ 806 35,47 -13,67 -6,13 569 -29,75 -2,95 -6,56 
Conformity= 1705 6,15 30,87 -19,18 1398 0,91 -29,07 -17,93 
Conformity-- 1308 -35,81 -19,53 24,39 1373 21,04 30,43 22,07 
Tradition 
Tradition+ 953 38,65 -19,06 -0,80 853 -38,43 8,26 -9,98 
Tradition= 1728 -4,33 18,91 -24,06 1481 6,54 -25,15 -7,12 
Tradition-- 1138 -31,89 -2,02 26,34 1008 31,16 19,15 17,56 
Benevolence 
Benevolence+ 2564 12,83 -42,48 8,85 2335 -23,85 34,46 0,29 
Benevolence= 1162 -12,22 41,51 -10,42 925 23,39 -34,48 -2,27 
Benevolence-- 93 -2,24 6,70 4,24 82 2,97 -3,10 5,75 
Universalism 
Universalism+ 2149 17,19 -42,17 6,42 1870 -30,31 34,62 -5,09 
Universalism= 1556 -13,30 41,51 -10,27 1369 26,28 -33,45 1,13 
Universalism-- 115 -10,46 3,68 9,79 103 12,20 -4,96 10,75 
Self-directedness 
Self-direction+ 1818 -30,22 -25,60 18,43 1670 11,93 35,48 10,64 
Self-direction= 1691 17,70 25,49 -20,11 1418 0,36 -32,50 -11,47 
Self-direction-- 311 23,84 0,93 2,50 254 -22,13 -6,56 0,72 
Stimulation 
Stimulation+ 406 -17,24 -1,16 29,09 347 18,62 19,59 29,45 
Stimulation= 1242 -27,06 16,88 9,18 1128 24,76 -10,25 4,48 
Stimulation-- 2170 36,12 -14,99 -26,52 1867 -34,72 -2,24 -22,23 
Hedonism 
Hedonism+ 900 -21,62 -1,97 32,68 870 16,04 17,90 24,65 
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Hedonism= 1739 -8,88 18,15 -17,49 1585 10,35 -22,27 -8,43 
Hedonism-- 1179 29,79 -17,29 -12,00 887 -27,59 6,64 -15,51 
Achievement 
Achievement+ 561 -23,17 -2,35 14,30 592 19,42 7,26 9,14 
Achievement= 1763 -11,54 23,95 -15,47 1537 20,46 -24,48 -6,62 
Achievement-- 1495 28,55 -22,34 5,14 1213 -35,61 19,13 -0,48 
Power 
Power+ 125 -6,59 7,65 12,18 107 9,22 -4,46 11,48 
Power= 1032 -15,22 29,50 -10,61 826 23,64 -20,92 -9,01 
Power-- 2661 17,51 -31,30 5,38 2409 -26,32 21,74 4,21 
Security 
Security+ 1612 37,56 -9,29 -3,23 1448 -35,55 0,73 -1,30 
Security= 1587 -16,51 22,88 -16,37 1397 21,82 -20,14 -11,38 
Security-- 618 -28,17 -17,46 25,53 497 19,82 26,60 17,20 
Country 
DE 1187 -14,45 -13,05 0,10 1250 8,43 10,72 -5,65 
ES 1083 23,90 7,78 7,43 642 -20,26 -1,10 7,05 
NL 777 -13,30 -1,51 -8,74 762 12,98 -0,60 -3,12 
PT 787 2,08 15,02 -3,09 694 2,20 -20,09 3,13 
Gender 
Male 1973 -12,11 2,54 -4,08 1716 12,46 -1,44 -5,33 
Female 1861 12,11 -2,54 4,08 1632 -12,46 1,44 5,32 
Age categories 
Age_30<= 834 -4,41 15,53 21,91 605 13,78 -4,84 12,25 
Age_31-40 995 0,64 2,46 2,19 789 1,77 -0,70 5,30 
Age_41-55 1485 0,38 -10,36 -13,80 1431 -7,69 3,06 -9,57 
Age_56>= 520 3,89 -6,53 -8,80 523 -6,34 1,82 -6,12 
Highest level of education 
ISCED 0-1 458 15,99 9,03 3,92 319 -11,90 -11,14 10,05 
ISCED 2 719 12,48 10,14 5,61 551 -7,87 -10,56 11,67 
ISCED 3 1259 3,44 5,34 8,08 1165 -3,05 -4,80 6,03 
ISCED 4 298 -4,87 -2,58 -0,34 169 1,22 5,15 -1,45 
ISCED 5-6 1098 -19,16 -16,99 -14,89 1124 14,23 15,49 -19,04 
Industry NACE categories 
Agriculture/forestry 90 9,71 1,94 4,88 61 -2,40 -3,82 1,97 
Manufacturing/mining 627 -4,80 0,25 -1,75 595 1,71 -3,10 -0,69 
Electricity/gas/stea 27 -1,33 -1,19 -0,63 45 -0,54 -1,07 0,50 
Construction 296 7,78 5,67 3,81 180 1,22 -5,39 6,97 
Trade/repairs 461 1,74 8,92 7,49 367 -1,78 -4,70 7,80 
Transportation/stora 243 0,75 2,01 1,54 185 0,14 -3,22 4,12 
Accommodation/food 169 5,28 6,44 7,70 148 -3,02 -3,69 11,11 
Financial/insurance/ 148 -3,89 -0,28 -3,30 115 2,84 0,17 -3,46 
Public administratio 299 -4,49 -9,66 -13,39 261 1,85 6,67 -15,50 
Education 315 -5,82 -11,69 -7,46 285 3,61 7,86 -9,84 
Health/social work 404 -2,05 -7,28 -3,33 203 0,07 1,08 -7,18 
Arts/sports 76 -1,78 0,50 3,39 40 0,19 -0,31 3,13 
Other services 152 10,32 3,60 4,34 122 -7,61 -4,74 6,72 
Other bussiness 360 1,34 1,81 3,89 
IT and R&D 83 -4,14 0,36 1,01 
Prof.l/scientific 149 0,69 1,61 -1,48 
Administrative/support 211 -3,69 -2,84 6,02 
Care/social work 211 -0,35 9,01 -2,14 
Media/IT 125 1,89 5,35 -0,87 
 
* The value-test is a test which allow for the quick assessment of whether a category has a "significant" position on an axis. Examining generally 
if a category has a "significant position", the test values greater than 2 in absolute value, correspond approximately a 5% threshold of statistical 
significance (Lebart, Morineau, & Piron, 1995). 
